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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 14 
December 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's amendments to claims 3, 11, 19, 27, 35, 43, 51 are acknowledged. 
Consequently rejection of claims 3, 11-14, 19, 27-30, 35, 51 under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph is withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's explanations regarding claims 50, 52, 54 are persuasive. 
Consequently, rejection of claims 50, 52, 54 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph is 
withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's explanations regarding the drawings are persuasive. Consequently, 
objection to the drawings is withdrawn. 

5. Applicant's arguments regarding McGrath et al have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 
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Applicant argues that nowhere does McGrath teach or suggest determining 
whether a metadata object includes a label or attribute of a label and then adding a 
tagged element to a metadata file for the label or adding a tagged attribute if the 
metadata object includes one attribute for one label. 

In response, the examiner disagrees. Figure 3 of McGrath for example clearly 
shows tagged elements of person, place, topic and tagged attributes of Bill Clinton, 
Nelson Mandela, London, global warming of metadata objects. The claimed 
determination has to be present for the method of McGrath to appropriately add a 
tagged element or tagged attribute as shown in Figure 3. 

Applicant argues that nowhere does McGrath teach extracting both the essence 
and metadata objects and then forming a metadata file for the metadata objects as 
claimed. 

In response, the essence is clearly extracted from the file in McGrath since it is 
stored separate from metadata (see Figure 2). Note that "extracting metadata from each 
metadata object" has been deleted from the claim language. Furthermore, McGrath 
clearly teaches extracting metadata from each metadata object in Figure 3. 

Applicant argues "the XML file in McGrath (paragraph 0048) has metadata for 
multiple video clips. This teaches away from the claim requirement of one separate 
metadata file having tagged elements and attributes for each received multimedia file 
with an essence because McGrath has information on multiple video clips satisfying the 
search request in one XML file, not metadata for one essence in one metadata file". 
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In response, the XML file at paragraph 0048 describes where the requested 
video information might be located, not the metadata file describing the content of each 
video material. The examiner maintains that one metadata file has to be present for 
each multimedia file with an essence since the essence is associated with a unique 
material ID. 

Applicant argues that the examiner has not cited any particular section of 
McGrath in rejecting claims 1 1 , 27, 43. 

In response, claims 1 1, 27, 43 were also rejected under U.S.C. 112, 2 nd 
paragraph because of their indefiniteness. The rejection was based on the claims as 
best understood by the examiner. Amended claims 1 1 , 27, 43 merely read on the fact 
that the requested video including metadata objects is presented to the requester as a 
result of the search request of McGrath (see Figures 2, 3). 

Applicant argues that the examiner has not cited any particular section of 
McGrath in rejecting claims 12, 13, 14. 

In response, claims 12-14 merely recite steps for reconstructing metadata 
objects obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Applicant presents no further arguments. For all the reasons discussed above, 
rejection to claims 1, 3, 9, 10-14, 17, 19, 25-30, 33, 35, 41-46, 49-54 using McGrath is 
maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1,3, 9-14, 17, 19, 25-30, 33, 35, 41-46, 49- 54 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over McGrath et al (US 2002/01 16392) of record. 

Claim 1 merely reads on the method of McGrath building metadata files from 
metadata objects using XML (see Figures 1-4). The method clearly receives multimedia 
file including essence (see 0035, video material), metadata objects providing 
information on the essence (see 0050), and a unique identifier assigned to the essence 
(see the abstract, UMID). The essence is clearly extracted from the file since it is stored 
separate from metadata (see Figure 2). The claimed steps (i), (ii) and (iii) are met when 
McGrath shows how the metadata objects are used in creating the information to be 
stored in the metadata database (see 0049-0050). McGrath further shows metadata 
object including label and attribute of a label at page 3, right column. Although the 
method of McGrath seems to store the essence and the metadata file in different data 
stores, where to store the essence and metadata does not in any way affect how the 
metadata file is generated from the metadata objects. Furthermore, since users 
requirements vary, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
include storing both essence and metadata file in a data store as claimed in order to 
accommodate users requirements. 

Regarding claim 3, since the UMID is unique, clearly one separate metadata file 
has to be generated for each received multimedia file as claimed. 



Application/Control Number: 10/027,562 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2163 

Regarding claim 9, McGrath discloses the essence data of multimedia (see the 
abstract). 

Regarding claim 10, McGrath teaches implementing UMID in KLV (see 0037). 
Furthermore, the video shown in McGrath is clearly for media exchange (see Figure 2). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include 
multimedia files conforming to Media Exchange Format and implementing KLV coding 
scheme for the metadata objects in the multimedia files in order to benefit from 
standardized techniques. 

Regarding claim 11, McGrath discloses receiving a unique identifier (UMID), 
accessing the essence and metadata file associated with the unique identifier, 
generating one reconstructed metadata object for each tagged element and attribute in 
the metadata file and assembling a reconstructed multimedia file including the 
reconstructed metadata objects, the accessed essence and the received unique 
identifier when McGrath shows processing users request for desired video material and 
accessing video material on the basis of a URL and UMID (see the abstract, Figures 2- 
4). Since the metadata file includes tagged elements and attributes from metadata 
objects, clearly the reconstructed multimedia file has to be assembled as claimed. 

Regarding claim 12, since the metadata file consists of tagged elements and 
attributes, clearly reconstructing metadata objects requires accessing the metadata 
from one tagged element or attribute in the metadata file and storing the accessed 
metadata in the reconstructed metadata object for the tagged element or attribute as 
claimed. 
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Claims 13, 14 merely recite operations indispensable in the reconstruction of the 
metadata objects of McGrath. Since each metadata object is associated with a label 
and an attribute of a label, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to include providing a mapping for relating labels and attributes in order to correctly 
reconstruct metadata objects. 

Regarding claim 49, McGrath discloses metadata objects including a universal 
label (see 0038). 

Regarding claim 50, the claimed "processing the metadata dictionary... for one 
tagged element" has to be present for the method of McGrath to recognize a label or 
attribute of a label as shown in Figure 3. 

Claims 17, 19, 25-30, 51, 52, 33, 35, 41-46, 53, 54 correspond respectively to a 
system and computer program product for performing the method of claims 1 , 3, 9-14, 
49, 50, thus are rejected for the same reasons discussed in claims 1, 3, 9-14, 49, 50 
above. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Musick et al, "Report on the Second IEEE Metadata Conference (Metadata '97)", 
ACM SIGMOD Record, Volumne 27, Issue 1, March 1998, 5 pages. 

Baldonado et al, "Metadata for Digital Libraries: Architecture and Design 
Rationale", ACM 1997, pages 47-56. 
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8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Uyen T. Le whose telephone number is 571-272-4021 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

9. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

20 February 2006 
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